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THE QUIESOENTS (OB VOWEL-LETTEES) '1.1 IN ANCIENT 
HEBEEW ORTHOGRAPHY.* 

By Pbof. D. Chwolson. 

Translated by T. K. Abbott, B. D., Trinity College, Dublin. 



I. 

It may be affirmed a priori that the Hebrews originally did not use these letters 
in the middle or at the end of words any more than the Phoenicians, of whom we 
know positively that it was only at a comparatively late period apd gradually that 
the vowel letters were introduced amongst them. In these is, in our judgment, 
absolutely no ground for supposing that the Hebrews, who used the same alphabet 
as the Phoenicians, and who spoke a language hardly differing from theirs except 
dialeetically, employed an orthography peculiar to themselves alone. Nor can it 
be supposed that the ancient Hebrews, at the time when the Hebrew tongue was 
still living, would have had a greater need than the Phoenicians to make their 
writing more distinct. Even the arbitrary way in which one and the same word 
is written often in the same chapter, we mean the arbitrary scriptio plena and 
defectiva (in which chiefly the Samaritan text of the Pentateuch differs from the 
Massoretie recension and in which consist most of the variants in the Hebrew 
MSS.) — this circumstance alone, we say, clearly points to the fact that the intro- 
duction of the vowel letters, at least that of the letters * and 1 in the middle of 
the word, belongs to a relatively later time and that the use of them in many 
cases depended on the arbitrary choice of the scribes. We have, however, other 
positive proofs that the vowel letters ^jf , even at the end of the word, were 
originally not written, so that in the ancient texts it was not possible to distin- 



* The essay of which the following is a translation appeared in Vol. II. of Travaux de la S e 
session du Conor es international des Oi ientalistes. As it possesses considerable importance, and is 
frequently referred to, but is rarely met with, I have thought that it would be doing Hebrew 
students a service to make the contents more widely accessible. Prof. Chwolson has favored 
me with a copy containing his own additional notes and corrections. It ought to be mentioned 
that the thesis here maintained, namely, that the Hebrew text, had originally no vowel letters, 
was propounded by Dr. Chas. Wm. Wall, of Trinity College, Dublin, so long ago as 1835. His 
work, On the Ancient Orthography of the Jews (in which he treated largely of Egyptian and Assyr- 
ian writing), extended to five octavo volumes, the first published in the year mentioned, and the 
last under a separate title in 1857 (Proofs of the Interpretation of the Vowel-Letters in the Text of the 
Hebrew Bible, and Grounds thence derived for a Revision of the Authorized English Version). Dr. 
Wall's style was excessively prolix, and the work was besides so voluminous and expansive, that 
It attained only a moderate circulation. The first four volumes indeed may be considered 
obsolete, but the fifth contains interesting suggestions, though tediously discussed. Whatever 
credit is due to priority in the matter, let it be his.— Translator. 
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guish, e. g., the 1st per. sing. Perf. from the 2d, and the 3d per. sing, from the 3d 
per. plur. Perf. and Imperf. 

It is well known that there exists in the Old Testament many parallel pas- 
sages which either depend directly one on the other, or are derived from one and 
the same source ; and yet there are found in these parallel passages many differ- 
ences which cannot be referred to the interchange of similar letters and which 
find their explanation in the ambiguity of the ancient orthography, arising from 
the absence of vowel letters. 

I. The ♦ , in the suffix of the 1st per. sing. Perf. 'J"l , was originally, as in 
the Phoenician (jY?fJ|J = Tl^fJlJ)) not written. Hence in 2 Kgs. 18:20, we have 
OTlfli? "DT "IN JTl/DK » but in Is »- 36 : 5 VflON • As the » at the end was 
originally not written, it was hard to discover from the connection whether the 
1st or 2d per. was to be read here ; for one gives as suitable a sense as the other ; 
one, therefore, read *£V"ION and the other filON .* 

In Jer. 6:15 we have Ij&y D*fHP9 flJD D ,l ?£M2 l^D* p*? • In 8:12 
this verse is repeated almost verbatim — indeed, the only variant is one which, as 
we shall presently see, also finds its explanation in the ancient orthography — and 
there we have DD1p3 J"I,J^3 • What was originally written there was DDlpS i 
which the one read b'fl~!p3 i and the other DJ"nP3 • It is, as we shall see, 
particularly deserving of notice that this variant occurs in one and the same book. 
1 Kgs. 8:48, the K'thibh is fVJ2 for which stands in 1 Chron. 6:38 ♦fVJ} ■ So 
also Ezek. 16:59, the K'thibh has JVtJ'Jfl instead of ♦iYtPJA , and Job 42:2 
J-|yT for ♦fltfT ! also 2 Kgs. 20:15 DJYJOI . and Isa. 39:4 □♦fWin • 

II. 1 , as sign of the plur. in the 3d per. of the Perf. and Imperf., was 
originally not written ; in the well known cases, where the plur. may be used just 
as well as the sing., some have used the first form and others the second. 

Dt. 24:16, we have thrice IJ-pY 5 in 2 K 8 S - 14:16 likewise Ifi/DV twice, but 
the third time, where the verb refers to fflU in the sense " every one " and there- 
fore may be put in the sing, just as well as in the plur., the K'thibh has J"flO* 
and the K"ri HOY > that is in any ease the sing. In 2 Chron. 25:4, Iffi/D' stands 

T 

in all three places. On the supposition that originally only Dfy was written, it 
is easy to explain the forms IflDY > 1DYJ* and HYJ' or HOY • 

: T T t 

Josh. 21:9, we have JOp' and in the parallel 1 Chron. 6:50 "){Op' 5 * ne 
sense admits either form. 

2 Sam. 12:5, we have "ft-fo "n 1 ?? tl^H '. 1 Chron. 3:4 V? "fTJJ t\&& \ here 
"Y71J stands instead of V^TO ; cf. 3:5, where we have n^U which the Mas- 
sorites point ll^lj . 

2 Sam. 5:25 has *1»"| , the verb being referred to David; 1 Chron. 14:16 has 
l^l , David and his host being supposed to be meant. 



* The Revised Version has in Isaiah : " 1 say, thy counsel and strength for the war are not 
vain words." The rendering in Kings is : " Thou sayest, but they are but vain words."— Transl. 
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2 Sam. 7:23, we read ^H T&X pK2 "ftlK *1J ^"TO 'JDJtt »D1 
0}/? V? rCnfl 1 ? D'ffrN • In 1 Chron. 17:21, we read instead of this : -)£^'{< 
0J? I 1 ? rrnfi 1 ? D'H^Kil "f?i7 • The original text may have had "frn and this 
being supposed to refer to the gods of the heathen "D^pf was written ; the 
author of Chronicles, however, thought the God of Israel was meant ; he there- 
fore wrote "I 1 ??! an d added the article to D^il^N •* 

2 Sam. 10:16 has ftJJ ^ Q1H X~!*l • * Chron. 19:16 i)£jJJ ; both forms are 
grammatically correct. 

2 Sam. 23:11 DJ D#ifl ; 1 Chron. 11:13 !)QJ ; 2 Sam. 23:12 3VW1 > ifWl 
and *p ; 1 Chron. 11:14 "O^TH , fTl'Wl and )y) . Perhaps, however, these 
plurals are written on account of the addition at the beginning of v. 13 that is not 
in 2 Samuel. 

1 Kgs. 8:8 has VPH i 2 Chron. 5:9 *j"t*1 : the latter is perhaps the original 
reading, but the Sopherim referred it here to the preceding D*"Of7 an <l P u * it i n 
the plur., while the author of Chronicles, or other Sopherim, referred the verb to 
|T"W7 » which occurs there in the same verse, and put it in the sing. 

1 Kgs. 12:5 □yn 13*7*1 ; 2 Chron. 10:5 "l 1 ?^ ; both forms are grammatically 
correct. 

1 Kgs. 15:20 *p by which the verb is referred to T7i~| 1*2 '■> 2 Chron. 16:4 
W) , by which it is referred to D^TTH Ht^ • 

1 Kgs. 22:15 reads rfrSni fl 1 ?^ an< l i n agreement with this in v. 17 ^JDJJ' i 
but 2 Chron. 18:14 reads in'^Vm i7ty an d in agreement with this in v. 18 
1^0 \& . These three verbs may be referred either to the speaker Ahab alone or 
to him and those about him. We adopt the supposition that the |~| in so-called 
verbs H" 1 ? m which the third stem-letter is usually ' , and sometimes 1 , was 
originally not written, as the |7 here has only the significance of a vowel. 

1 Kgs. 22:30 has J03'1 > * ne vel 'b being taken to refer only to Ahab, whereas 
2 Chron. 18:29 has IfrO'l ■> the verb being referred to Jehoshaphat also. 

2 Kgs. 11:12 has XSV1 and pvj , whereas 2 Chron. 23:11 has lN'SVl a nd 
1Jri*1 '■> the verb might be referred either to the priest Jehoiada alone, or to him 
and his comrades like the following "D^Q*! ; in the following passage, 2 Kgs. 
11:19 has the plur. HH'l and 2 Chron. 23:20 the sing. TT)*1 • 

2 Kgs. 11:20 plNH 0# ^D rat^l a nd 2 Chron. 23:21 inOJJ"! ; here both 
forms are grammatically correct, since the verb refers to the collective Qty . 

2 Kgs. 19:18 has quite correctly the plur. 1JHJ1 1 since the verb refers to the 
*11tyX ^^O ! hut, in Isa. 36:19, the Sopherim have forgotten to add the sign of 
the plur. *| and the punctuators have therefore made out of the original JflJl 
( = "0J"0D a ITOl ■> which is here quite unsuitable. 

2 Kgs. 25:1 has 7ff>) , the verb being referred to Nebuchadnezzar ; in Jer. 



* Cf . on this passage Geijrer, Vrsprung und Uebersetzungen der BlheJ, p. 288.— Transl. 
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52:4 stands *)jn*1 1 the verb being made to conform to the following 1J3*! which 
refers to the host. 

2 Kgs. 25:4 has "l 1 ?*! , the verb being referred to the king mentioned in the 
following verse ; for on account of the mutilation of this verse, in which the two 
words irTO ( so to be read instead of the unsuitable llfO* J er - 52 :7) and 
IJWl have dropped out and are to be restored from Jeremiah, this verb could not 
be referred to the preceding H/Offr/On *t?JN • Bu * in Jer. 52:7, the plur. "O^l 
was read correctly. 

Isa. 2:4 has »\} Hfoi ^ ; on the other hand Mic. 4:3 "|Nt2» ; both forms 
are grammatically correct. 

Jer. 10:25 has correctly the plur. V^tf ; but, in the parallel passage Ps. 79:7, 
the Sopherim have forgotten to add the sign of the plur. ") and the original 'j^H 
has remained, although all the other verbs are correctly in the plur. 

Ps. 105:8, we have WIS D 1 ?^ 1 ? "D? for which 1 Chron. 16:15 has ' • i^f ; 
the original and correct reading here is certainly "l^J? , but no difficulty was felt 
in reading this group as l~)3f , although there was no ") at the end. 

Ps. 106:48 has D^n ^ ~\t2X') ; on the other hand 1 Chron. 16:36 TION*! , 
where either the sing, or the plur. might be used. 

The unmeaning T] i 7'1 2 Kgs. 13:21 is also explained by our view that the 1 of 
the 3d per. plur. was originally not written. This verb, as it stands in the sing., 
was supposed to refer to the dead man ; but, as the dead cannot go, expositors 
have found themselves in a difficulty. The matter is, however, either the 
Sopherim forgot to add the plur. sign 1 , or they thought it possible that in some 
circumstances a dead man could go. We should read "D^l and refer it to the 
men who were burying the dead. The sense is then : " and they threw the [dead] 
man into the grave of Elisha and went away." 

III. 1 Kgs. 13:11, in £03*1 and "IfiD'l the T of the plur. was forgotten to 
be added, as we see from the following Dl~l£D'l and the ancient versions. ")J3 
has the ancient orthography instead of VJ3 ; see later xn. The 1 at the end 
of the suffix 1J was not written in Hebrew any more than in Phoenician. We do 
not infer this from the variant 1 Kgs. 22:43 i^Q and 2 Chron. 20:32 HJISID . f or 

V • TV' 

here the suffix refers to the preceding ITPt which, in the earlier period, was 
treated as masc. and in the later as fern. But we believe it may be inferred from 
the circumstance that the Sopherim in some places mistaking, as it seems to us, 
ancient grammatical forms, erroneously added the ^ . There is no doubt that the 
imperfectum energicum existed in Hebrew as well as in Arabic and Phoenician 
(cf. Schroder, Die Phonizische Sprache, p. 205). Not to speak of the Nun epen- 
theticum, which is certainly nothing but the Nun energicum, which, at the end of 
words, has been lost, but before suffixes has been retained, we frequently find this 
J) graphically expressed. Thus Ex. 15:2 inJ»p'"lN! > J er - 5:22 'IftrOJ^, &id. 
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22:24 ^ppflN , Ps. 50:23 >JJ"D0* • In those cases in which this disused 
grammatical form chanced not to be elided by the older Sopherim, it was mis- 
taken by the later Sopherim and supposed to be a suffix, for which reason 
they wrongly added a 1 . Such a case we think we find in the following passage : 
Job 20:9 runs: -jQ^p WlWF) -fly tf7| t]'p1n N^l Vlfitt^ J?J2 "the 
eye which has seen him does it no more (i. e., does not see him again) and his 
place no more beholds him." The latter clause is harsh and unsuitable. Dill- 
mann refers to 7:10, but we shall see that that place also has been wrongly under- 
stood. Moreover the fern, form in 1J"T)BTl remains inexplicable since Qipft is 
always masc. ; for in Gen. 18:24 the fern, suffix in fl3*lp!3 does not refer to 
QlpO^ but to *V^?n and in 2 Sam. 17:12 fillNS is a clerical error, as is clear 
from v. 7. But the fern, form in the verb *^JJ? refers to pjf and the original 
reading was the imperfection energieum flJJTl (= FVlE'.n or perhaps 7"Y|{5>n or 
JTltiTl) ou t of which was made Unit^f! , the ancient form being misunderstood. 
The meaning is, " and it (i. e., the eye which previously saw him) no more beholds 
his place" (where the dead now is).* Also 7:10 should be rendered, " He returns 
to his house no more and he no more knows his place " (in the text wrongly 
ttyy for p3' = n'3*)-t Perhaps also in 17:15 originally stood ptJ^ = 
nit^* • T ne unintelligible suffix Job 33:14 in rfjfyiJJ" is likewise only a mistake 
and should be deleted ; perhaps also the suffix in ft^lb'pE'* 34:33. With greater 
probability the suffix in 35:13 in rOTUJ" should be deleted, since JOty is rnasc. 

: t 

and besides the suffix is hard to explain. 

In accordance with what has been said I would translate Job 34:27 thus: 
" When he gives rest, who can cause unrest ?J When he covers the face (of man), 
who then can look whether it be on a people or on a single man?"§ 

IV. The pj was written at the end of a word to indicate that the last sylla- 
ble ended with a, a, e, or e, and was in ancient times not written, in consequence 
of which this letter is very often wanting in parallel passages, as also in the 
K'thibh. 

2 Sam. 5:9, we read fR^OD > but in 1 Chron. 11:7 T¥03 ; the latter word 

T T 

is perhaps only a scriptio defectiva of the former. 



* Here too the Syriac takes l'DlpO as the object of the foregoing verb and renders 
miZ] ,o?OmJ Ooi jjo i. e., " and they shall not look for his place." The Arabic, which, as 
is well known, is translated from the Syriac, renders these words thus : Uojf ^1. 
jOOvjO i^.JiJLXAJ "and they shall not seek his place." 

t Here also the Syriac translator understands the place as we do. He renders the second 
half of the verse: oijZfi ^£0/ ^?oi^*io jJo "and he no more knows his place." The 
Arabic has: ajISjO Ltfljf JjU 3 s . 

* On J.'EH in HIph, cf. Syr. j?m$* 'exagitavit' and Kj?m 'commotio, conturbatio.' 
§ If D'Jfl here referred to God, doubtless VJ3 would be written. 
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2 Sam. 22:35, we read j-)£*p HtlTi for which Ps. 18:35 has JlHW) ■ What- 
ever account may be given of the etymology of this word in any case the first form 
is masc. and the latter fern. ; both forms are here grammatically correct. 

Isa. 16:10 has HClOt? flDNJI \ but Jer. 48:33 ,1£)DW1 • 

Jer. 23:5, we read 7yy£ CTO^ and in another place not indeed parallel but 
related, 33:15, HpIV 1701? • Probably what was originally written was p7¥ , 
which could be read p7¥ , p^'Ti al] d np7¥ - 

In the K'thibh "l^j stands for n"Tj)j eight times in Genesis and thirteen 
times in Deuteronomy. Similarly the |"J in the 3d per. sing. fern, of the Perf. is 
very often omitted in the K'thibh. 

V. Just as the Arabic imperfectum energicum in an and anna existed in 
Hebrew, as above remarked, so also the subjunctive in a existed in Hebrew, 
but, in the time of the Sopherim, it remained only in the 1st per. sing, and 
plur. This a was indicated by a |"j placed at the end of the word, which, 
however, was originally not written. Hence we read 2 Sam. 7:9 nm^NI and 

1 Chron. 17:8 j"y"DNl • The nice distinction in the meaning of these two forms 
was not always grasped by the Sopherim, hence the difference in the ways of 
understanding the text and, in consequence of this, the different orthography. 

Similarly we have 2 Sam. 22:24 rr"10n^'N1 , 38 flST"!** , and 50 -)JD?tt 
for which Ps. 18:24 reads lOW'tfl , 38 tpTlN and 50 !T)0?N ■ 

So 2 Sam. 24:14 has ,"f?3N and 1 Chron. 21:13 ^Qjtf ; Ezek. 9:8 ,"f75N1 and 
in a quite analogous passage 11:13 72N1 '■> Zech. 1:2 ^Itt'N'l and in the analogous 
place Mai. 3:7 JlDlB'Kl • Tllis il is also often omitted in the K'thibh. 

VI- Likewise the pj which indicates the lengthened form of the Imv. in a 
was originally not written ; hence 1 Kgs. 22:9 PHilO and 2 Chron. 18:8 "lflS? » 

2 Kgs. 14:10 3J^ and 2 Chron. 25:19 tl'ZW ' • Tn e Kthibh also sometimes omits 

t : 

this H > as for instance Lam. 5:1 £3»3,*7 instead of HJO'DH an d 2 Chron. 25:17 
?h instead of tl^ft • 

VII. The Arabic accusative in an and a also existed in Hebrew as am 
and a ; the form in an has remained, as Munk showed long ago, in many adverbs, 
as for example QJQN from JOtf , D|H from ||7 , DOi' from QV » DJT7 from 
pH , probably also in Q71X from ^N , and D'"VJ£ j from the stem HJ? a nd 
other like cases. 

The form in a has likewise remained in adverbs, as for instance, HIT}? > 
n"inO fttlDN i etc -> but also in many substantives, which has not always been 
recognized. Thus the lexicographers have registered a word il7DX as fern., 
whereas it is only the accusative form of 7$it arj d therefore is only found with 
the prefix 7 , where H7DN7 expresses an object or purpose; "as for food." 
Similarly I77VO is an accusative form of 7J7D " above " with the signification 
"upwards," "higher up," and hence with the preposition 7 always J771fD7 
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" upwards " ; with the preposition fo on the other hand always *7^QO • A 
petrified accusative form (if I may so express myself) of L )'> {m ) is H*?* 1 ? i that 

. — t : — 

is "hy night." 

This accusative form in a has also been retained in cases where we conjecture 
the so-called ,*7 local, which is in reality nothing but a vowel sign in the accusa- 
tive form a. This vowel sign Jf was originally not written any more than the 
other vowel letters ; hence we read 2 Sam. 10:14 T^H liO'l an & 1 Chron. 19:15 
myn ; 2 Kgs. 14:14 rOTW 3^>1 and 2 Chron. 25:24 p"Op" ; 2 Zgs. 20: 
17 n^M" ' NBOV...and Isa. 39:6 ^2; 2 Kgs. 23:34 QHV/3 N3*1 5 2 
Chron" 36:4 HOH5fD ! 2 Kgs. 25:7 "733 if7N , 3 , 'l » and Jer. 52:11 rf?M"*- Th e 
circumstance that in Gen. 10:11 Tlt^N JW * s rea< i an d not n"11tyK does not 

- T T T 

justify the inference that the verb }<\J* does not refer to Nimrod ; for it only 
shows that the Sopherim referred ffi'' to TlJJ'N for which reason they did not 
place a ft at the end. But this by no means proves that the author wrote the 
passage in this sense. 

VIII. In so-called verbs pf"*? where the third stem letter is usually ♦ , some- 
times 1 , the 3d pers. Perf . ends in |~j in order to show that the preceding letter 
is followed by the sound a. 

In the Imperf . the |"l at the end was not written so that the full form could 
not be distinguished from the apocopated. It was only at a later period that this 
,*7 was added so that it might be known where jY?J* > f° r example, should be 
read and where ^J* . Since, however, it is not always easy to know which form 
is to be used, the |"f of the full form was often omitted in parallel places and 
also in the K'thibh. Thus Gen. 26:34 Jiyifi an d ibid. 43, without any gram- 
matical reason, YIH) • 1 Kgs. 22:24 and 34 H3*1 , 2 Chron. 18:23 and 33 "p ; 
1 Kgs. 22:35 rp^D! au d 2 Chron. 18:34 ^^JT) ; in the former passages the 
lengthened form even with ^ consecutive. So likewise 2 Kgs. 22:19 HMfll 1 2 
Chron. 34:27 more correctly TQffl ? 2 Kgs. 25:21 *p ; Jer. 52:27 H3*1 ;' Jer. 10: 
13 ,1^1, ibid. 51:16 L }^>\ ; Ezek. 20:9 and 22 jJ'JftO and ibid. 14 H^NI • 
In the K'thibh also, as has been observed, this ,*f is frequently omitted. 

The two chapters, 2 Sam. 24 and 1 Chron. 21, although independent of one 
another, are certainly derived from a single source. In the former chapter we 
have v. 13 -p¥ Ofi 1 ? ^DJ a nd in the latter v. 12 yitf ♦Jfl 1 ? ffSDJ • Since 
the latter more difficult reading cannot have arisen from the former easier one, 
we may suppose that *TQ3 is a corruption of H2DJ 1 but this would be possible 
only on the supposition that the latter was originally written flfr} .* 

IX. In the cases where |~J as a vowel letter stands at the end of proper 
names and was at first not written, it is often interchanged with J$ , thus Gen. 10: 



* Bertheau and Wellhausen regard D3DJ as a corruption of rUDJ .— Tbansl. 
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7 nOJHl HfCD and I Chron. 1:9 NJ2jm NJ-DD , but presently after >)y\ 

2 Sam. 21:18,20,22 n£fn and 1 Chron. 20:4,6,8 Nfl*V7 • 1 Kgs. 22:8 H^O* 
and 2 Chron. 18:8 tffrjy . 2 Kgs. 15:33 NJJH'V and 2 Chron. 27:1 n^'lT • J sa. 
22:15; 36:3,11,22; 37:2 and 2 Kgs. 18:37 and 19:2 $&£? , but 2 Kgs. 18:18,26 

X. The n at the end of the 2d and 3d per. plur. fern, of the Imperf . is often 
omitted. At the end of the 2d per. sing. Perf., in weak verbs, it is sometimes 
written, sometimes omitted, as for example, nflfiJ and flfij . Isa. 37:23 
nmOHfi and 2 Kgs. 19:22 HIOHPt • In the K'thibh frequently T fiN is written 

fo/rrnx and |n for n^n- T 

XI. Y6dh was used at the end and in the middle of words as a vowel sign 
for i and e, and as we believe also as sign of the plur. (in the construct state) ; 
earlier, however, it was not written, and hence it is wanting in many parallel 
passages. 

♦ as suffix of the 1st per. sing, was probably always written, since it was 
probably in early times pronounced as a consonant. The variants 2 Sam. 22:44 
*Qy and Ps. 18:44 Q^ may therefore have been only accidental. On the other 
hand the * at the end of the plur. masc. construct was most probably originally 
not written as in Phoenician J£ = \3£ (although it is an obvious conjecture that 
this ending was originally pronounced in Hebrew also as ai); and this easily 
explains the variants in the following parallel passages : 

2 Sam. 5:6, we read plNH Z&V *DD* ll , but in 1 Chron. 11:4 ♦p ! ft'il 
t*"1Xi~J , 5JJ'* ; both forms are grammatically correct. Similarly Josh. 15:63, 

ch&m 'i&v ♦d'ovi nxi and jud g . 1:21 .. . a#» . 

Josh. 21:21,27,32,36 has d?pD T# ! but 1 Chron. 6:42,52, tD^DOH H#, 
which is less correct. This variant is explained by the fact that originally "]V 
was written, and this could be read ")]} , Ipty or ♦*")^ . 

2 Kgs. 8:27, 3Nf!N JT3 ^"115^^^ but Ychran. 22:3. .. .OTD 

2 Kgs. 12:12, PON^On ty'p T ^ j? , for which the Q*ri rightly substitutes 
♦T ; ibid., 22:9, y ^ without Q e ri. 2 Kgs. 18:28, "frofl "Q"J WD# > and 
Isa. 36:13, ryy\ • The sense admits either form. 

2 Kgs. 22:2 TR ?JTJ ^ "pi ■ 

2 Chron. 34:2 *D"T"!3 "j 1 ?*! • In the former passage ^3 could have no 
influence on the use of the sing. 

2 Kgs. 23:3 HIIT "HlN Pitt? ■ 

2 Chron. 34:31 HTO? • 

2 Kgs. 25:5 again ^|fK and Jer. 52:8 HCtX • 

2 Kgs. 25:24 D'tBOH H?#0 MCW) "?N and Jer. 49:9 -TDjgO • Clearly 
what was first written was "OJflD which the one read H3Jfl2 and the other 
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"TO.J70 '> the LXX. read in the latter passage also '"OJ?0 , but the Syriac trans- 
lates on the contrary "Ti2jpJ3 • 

Judg. 20:25 has 2"\H 1&?& ft^K "?!) , and ibid. 35, yyft ?foW \ the 
Sopherim forgot to add a ♦ in the latter place, and the punctuators read it as sing. 

XII. The * in substantives plur. before the suffixes of the 2d per. sing, and 
of the 2d and 3d per. plur. might be a vowel sign for — or — , but before the suffix 
of the 3d per. sing. masc. and fern., e. g., VD1D an< l VDUfO » it cannot be a 

t t : • 

vowel sign ; the Yodh before the suffixes seems then to be simply a sign of the 
plur. of the substantive. At an earlier period this Yodh was not written, as 
appears from the parallel passages as well as from the numerous K'thibhs. In 
the Book of Joshua {5>"\JO in the plur. with the suffix of the 3d per. sing, ft is 
almost always written pfJ^IJIO (only in 21:13,40 Jl*B'"lJlD)i in Chronicles, on the 

t v T : • V T : • 

other hand always, ft'Ii^UD ■ With other suffixes tJ^IJ© is always written plene 
even in the Pentateuch. 

2 Sam. 24:14 10m , and 1 Chron. 21:13 VOP?"l- 

1 Kgs. 8:15 H^tf ; 2 Chron. 6:4 VIOI • 

1 Kgs. 8:29 -|J»y ; 2 Chron. 6:20 "V?)} . 

1 Kgs. 15:15 ijyftpl (read l^ftpl , instead of which the Massorites without 
reason would put '{{Hpi), and 2 Chron. 15:18 Vtiflp) ■ 

1 Kgs. 22:13 K'thibh "|H3l and Q«ri TO! ? 2 Chron. 18:12 TIT] . 

2 Kgs. 11:18 iriPTarO ; 2 Chron. 23:17 VilPOTO • 

2 Kgs. 14:12 l^ntf? t^tf ; 2 Chron. 25:22 V^HN* 1 ? • 
2 Kgs. 21:6 1j5 i 2 Chron. 33:6 VJ2 • 

1 Kgs. 13:11 ^£1 stands for "|*J3 ; see above. 

In the K'thibh this * is omitted in 162 places, of which the little read book 
Ezekiel alone contains 49. 

*|ftJ"P by its form can only be the plur. construct of an unused abstract 
DHIT = " union " with suffix of 3d per. sing. masc. In VOID it was necessary 
to insert a * so that it should not be read iDID » but there was no fear of Iftft* 
being read "jftft* . Therefore as a rule no » was inserted. In eighty-nine places 
"nrT is read, and only in three places in Jeremiah V"HT • 

XIII. It is generally known that 1 and * as vowel-signs in the middle of the 
word were arbitrarily written or omitted (scriptio plena and scriptio defectiva). 
But from the parallel passages we learn that originally these vowel letters were 
nowhere written, in consequence of which the same word was differently read and 
differently understood. 

Gen. 36:28 JE»ft ; 1 Chron. 1:41 JiB>'H ; Deut. 24:16 and 2 Kgs. 14:6 i|nOV ; 
2 Chron. 25:4 Vliqji Josh. 15:19 rU'rillfJ- • • -Hi^V H^J ; Judg. 1:15 pfy$ 
and fVftftft . 

2 Sam. 8:12,13 D"1N£ and Q-JK \ 1 Chron. 18:11,12 Dl"TNO and Q)1H ■ 

*3 
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The latter reading is certainly the most correct, as is clear from 2 Sam. 8:13,14 
and Ps. 60:2. But Q")K could arise only from Q1H , not at all from QHN • 

2 Sam. 22:26 ")i3J D# i Ps - 18:26 "Oil Dtf ? therefore what was written for- 
merly was "QJ "which admitted of being read *T)3J . We would not omit to 
mention that in Jer. 14:9, the LXX. translates *T)3Jp "f °- v np = "DJD • 

2 Sam. 22:38 j-JflTlN ! Ps. 18:38 fpTUK • 

1 Kgs. 22:30 JO^l ; 2 Chron. 18:29 l^l . 

2 Kgs. 14:22 fl'TN ! 2 Chron. 26:2 fY^N • 
2 Kgs. 25:24 H^yO ; Jer. 40:9 TQ^O • 

The absence of the vowel letter » in the middle of the word also gave rise to 
different reading of the vowelless word. Josh. 21:33 yy ; 1 Chron. 6:42 Hy , 
both words were originally written *1^ as above remarked. 

Josh. 21:15 ph; 1 Chron. 1:43 £>>J-J. 

2 Sam. 21:19 n^ ; 1 Chron. 20:5 Iftp K'thibh, T#> Q'ri; at first no 
doubt was written -|J/' , which could be read HJ?' i 11)?* and *yy . 

2 Sam. 22:51 K«tMbh, ^U)D ; Q'ri, 'THjq ; i's. 18:51 "yjyg • 

2 Sam. 23:13 *)»yp *7K; * Chron. 11:15 "l^ft ^, which reading is here 
the original, I will not decide ; but either could arise from the other only if ")lfp 
were written instead of *Vl?p • 

1 Kgs. 22:15 rY?¥fTl ; 2 Chron. 18:14 HT^m • 

1 Kgs. 22:35 ID^O ; 2 Chron. 18:34 yfipft • 

2 Kgs. 11:12 KVVV. 2 Chron. 23:11 WVV1 • 

2 Kgs. 11:19 HH'l; 2 Chron. 23:20 TYW • Originally TW was always 
written. 

2 Kgs. 11:19 32^1; 2 Chron. 23:20 "O^'VI • Originally even the plur. 
Hiph. was written it?*! and read !Q't!^l • Tne writer of Chronicles read 3JJ>»1 
as plur. Hipli. and therefore added "pfttl jltf . 

Jer. 11:20 p-$ and ibid 20:12 pH¥ • 

Ibid 23:5 p>"|y and 33:15 ftp-ftf . 

I6id 8:12 D^SH and 6:15 D ,! pn • 

It is very probable that the LXX. in Jer. 50:42 translates 5J"K3 by «c irvp = 
ty&O • So that at so toe a period even such a word as J£?>J$ was written 
without * . 

According to what has been said, the verb p^ must have been in early times 
written p and the infln. Hiph. p,1 instead of JOH • A form [p 1 ? f or fpH 1 ? 
is possible since the H 0I tne inml - Hiph. is often dropped after the prefix ^ 
(cf. Olshausen, Lehrbuch, p. 140). fp^ (= Jprf?) was in early times written 
?2^ • This being supposed, we think we can explain the difficult superscription, 
Ps. 9:1, which has so much puzzled expositors, in the following way. The text 
now runs : p*7 j"VlO"'?,J? H¥ JQ 1 ? • J wil1 not mention all the more or less 
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forced, often ungrammatical, explanations of expositors; they may be found in 
all commentaries on the Psalms. We read P^fr HiEfr}? *?]? FTVJO 1 ? • Tne last 
word is as above remarked = P.D'*"''? ' and tbis may be a I0rmu l a analagous to 

^y&rh • Pss - 32 ; 42 ; 44 ; 45 ; ^'- 53 ; 55 ; 74 ; 78 ; 88 ; 89 i and 142 bear th e 

superscription ^*3t^D 5 Pss - 38 and 70 "VStfT 1 ? • We do not know what these 
superscriptions mean ; but we know that there were Levites to whom the epithets 
Q'^StJ'O and D*J*5P were applied (cf. 1 Chron. 15:22 ; 25:8 ; 2 Chron. 30:22 ; 
34:12; 35:3; Ezra 8:16; Heh. 8:7,9); it is not then a far-fetched conjecture that 
these superscriptions have some connection with these titles of prominent Levites. 
It is possible that from the D'J'^D ma y have been named a poetical form MfT 5 ? 
and from the D^OJPID another, ^{J^JO , perhaps also ^OtJV? 1 ? • 

XIV. According to what has been said there can be no doubt that the 
ancient Hebrews originally wrote just as all the other Semites, that is to say, 
without any indication of vowel sounds by vowel letters. The Hebrew text was 
therefore exposed to all ambiguities, or rather ten-fold ambiguity. The necessity 
of guarding against gross misunderstandings may have made itself felt tolerably 
early, in part probably even before the exile. The same thought occurred to the 
Semites as to the Greeks and many other Aryan peoples, to select for the purpose 
of indicating the vowel sounds, those consonants which came nearest to them. 
It was desired to express especially the three fundamental vowels, a, i and u; 
indeed in the ancient period perhaps only these three vowels existed, and for this 
purpose the Hebrews chose He (which perhaps was called ha) for the long a at the 
end of the word, Yodh for i and Waw for u in the middle also ; a in the middle of 
the word remained without indication. I do not think that He and Yodh at the 
end of the word served from the first to indicate the vowel sound ae and e, as we 
might suppose from the present vocalization and as is actually so inferred by most 
grammarians. For the present final ae was certainly at an earlier period a and 
Yodh at the end of words served either to indicate long i or as a sign of the plural 
construct, for which purpose it was also inserted before suffixes. 'Aleph was used 
extremely seldom and only at a later period to indicate a, and in those cases where 
this letter is now quiescent it was originally pronounced. Long e arising from 
a + * was rarely indicated and to express long 6 arising from a + u, Waw was 
also used, but probably notr until later. 

From the want of ancient written documents we cannot give an exact chrono- 
logical account of the process of the several orthographical changes. What is 
certain is that this was gradual and extended over many centuries, and we may 
conjecture that it was as follows. When t fell away in the feminine ending at, 
He was written at the end very early and almost uniformly in order to indicate the 
preceding long a. This first step in the use of the consonant He as a vowel letter 
at the end of the word may have been taken as early as the ninth century B. C; 
for this application of it is found already in the inscription of the Moabite king, 
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Mesha, belonging to this century.* In other words ending in a or a, the He was 
generally written, but also pretty often omitted. Thus for example the so-called 
He local is wanting in the Samaritan recension of the Pentateuch, and in the Tal- 
mud it is expressly said of the Jews in Jerusalem that they used frequently to 
omit this He in writing. 

Yodh for i in the 1st per. sing. Perf. was likewise written very early and reg- 
ularly. It is possible, however, that this Yodh was pronounced as a consonant 
and sounded perhaps as y i or y a ; for I think the enigmatical termination t i of the 
1st per. sing. Perf. is probably connected with an ancient word from which the 
later Chaldee y at , y at a with the signification " self," derived its origin. Probably 
later Waw began to be used for u as sign of the 3d per. plur. masc. and fern, of the 
Perf. and of the 2d and 3d plur. masc. Imperf., which was likewise done consist- 
ently when the verb had no suffix ; but where it had, the ^ was often omitted. 
Still later Waw and Yodh, like w and i in Latin, began to be written for w and i in 
the middle of words also, but this was not uniformly done, so that the placing or 
omitting of such vowel letters in many cases depended entirely on the arbitrary 
choice of the copyist. Thus, for example, T)t2T)il i TlQ'pH > and Tl'lWpil 
were all written. Hence we frequently find that the very same word is written in 
consecutive verses, sometimes with, sometimes without these vowel letters. 

The use of Yodh for the use of the plural construct at the end of the word or 
before suffixes, seems to belong to the still later innovations in orthography. 
Many traces of the old orthography in which this Yodh was wanting before suf- 
fixes have remained in the Book of Ezekiel and elsewhere. 

Since all these changes proceeded gradually, as we have said, it is impossible 
to assign the period at which they took place. However from the fact that on the 
one hand in the writings dating from about the fourth century the vowel letters 
Waw and Yodh in the middle of words were used much oftener than in the older 
books, while on the other hand the ancient texts cited in them were certainly, at 
least in part, written in the old orthography, as we see from the variants, we may 
infer that the employment of these vowel letters had come largely into use in 
that period. At that time also the Hebrew language began to die out and was no 
longer generally understood, and as great interest was taken just then about the 
ancient literature means were sought for making the old writings intelligible. It 
never, however, became a general practice to express the vowel sounds in the 
middle of words by Waw and Yodh, for on the Maccabsean coins this usage is still 
very irregular, the same word being written at one time with, at another without 
vowel letters. It is especially in this respect that the Samaritan recension of the 
Pentateuch differs from the Jewish text. The later textual critics, the Massorites, 
endeavored to settle once for all what words were to be written in particular 
places with, and what without vowel letters. They called the former writing 

* Cf. above XII. rvy.'E' in this inscription, line 22, may be an accusative dual, the Y6dh 
therefore being pronounced as a consonant. 
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male, i. e., scriptio plena, and the latter, choser, i. e., scriptio defectiva. These 
critics having probably no suspicion of the comparatively late origin of the vowel 
letters did not proceed according to any grammatical rules or linguistic principles ; 
for they stated for example that a particular word was written in such and such 
places plene and in other specified places defective, in which statements there can 
be no question of any grammatical principles. They only registered the facts of 
the manuscripts they had before them, and which they thought correct. But as 
the Eastern MSS. often deviated from the Western, they naturally could not 
arrive at any definite rule, and in fact we find that most MSS. of the Bible vary. 
Sometimes even printed Bibles offer many variants in this respect. Even the 
Jewish critics of the middle ages often contend with one another how a particular 
word is to be written in a particular place, adducing in support of their divergent 
views the readings of different MSS. reputed correct. 

With the help of the principle which has here been proved, as we believe, that 
the text of nearly all, if perhaps not quite all, the books of the Old Testament was 
originally written without vowel letters, and that it was only gradually and in the 
course of many centuries that these were introduced and not always consistently, 
many deviations of the LXX. can be explained. A former pupil of mine in the 
School of Divinity, now my colleague, Herr J. S. Jakimoff , has successfully applied 
this principle to the explanation of many deviations of the LXX. in the Book of 
Jeremiah. 

In the explanation of the books of the Old Testament we must of course as a 
rule be guided by these vowel letters, for in explaining ancient writings tradition 
cannot and ought not to be disregarded ; but we need not allow our hands to be 
tied by them. We need not claim an absolute authority for the vowel letters any 
more than for the still later vowel points. The ancient Sopherim and the later 
Massorites had on the whole good traditions, and they were also conscientious ; 
without them we should grope in darkness like blind men. Had we been guided 
in the interpretation of the Old Testament solely by the very nearly related 
Semitic languages we should have introduced the greatest nonsense into our 
interpretation. This does not now happen on the philological side. But we have 
advantages over those ancient Sopherim and Massorites; historical knowledge, 
scientific, methodical criticism of the text and linguistic science. The latter was, 
of course, unknown to them and they had no idea of the development of the 
Hebrew tongue, or of older and later grammatical forms. Armed with these 
helps we are justified in moving freely here and there in opposition to their state- 
ments, and we may for instance when necessary read pIV > although p*"15f or 
HpIV stands in the text since the author himself certainly always wrote only 
p"lX • So likewise we are justified in conjecturing here and there an ancient 
grammatical form misunderstood by the Sopherim and the Massorites ; indeed the 
latter have too often thought it necessary to correct ancient forms as for instance 
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the pronoun of the 2d per. fern, and the 2d fern. Perf. in *J"| and others. The 
Massorites have at least allowed the old form to remain in the text ; the Sopherim 
on the contrary have unquestionably removed from the text by degrees at least nine- 
tenths of the ancient disused grammatical forms. From the few ancient forms 
which have accidentally remained, and with help of the Arabic language and of 
linguistic science, we are in a position to recover in many cases the original Hebrew 
forms, which, however, in our judgment has not yet been satisfactorily done. This 
alteration of the ancient grammatical forms and of the ancient orthography is by 
no means an isolated phenomenon ; the same thing has taken place in all ancient 
or relatively ancient literature, until the books came to be regarded as sacred, 
when the alteration of even a single letter was avoided or until a critical feeling 
was awakened and what was ancient was intentionally preserved. A Sanskrit 
scholar of authority has assured me that in the Vedas old and comparatively 
newer grammatical forms are often found side by side, which can only be a conse- 
quence of alterations of the ancient forms carried out without uniformity or con- 
sistency. I do not know whether this is also the case in separate portions of the 
Avesta. There is no question that the Homeric poems were grammatically made 
a mess of by the Alexandrians. The ancient Arabic poems also have not been 
handed down to us in their original form, although perhaps the scribes have 
sinned less here in matters of grammar than elsewhere. Even the Qoran has not 
been altogether spared by the most ancient grammarians or more properly Qurra, 
i. e., readers of the Qoran. The literary works of the middle ages in Europe com- 
posed in modern languages, were for centuries altered in matters of grammar and 
orthography, as I have been assured by persons acquainted with these literatures. 
It follows from what has been said that it is quite absurd to try to determine 
the age of a work of the Old Testament by the orthography employed in it, as has 
frequently been attempted. For it is certain that what the ancient authors wrote 
had exactly the appearance of the Phoenician text of the inscription on the tomb 
of Ashmunazar, in which neither vowel letters nor separation of the words appear. 
We have also adduced instances in which variations, arising from the want of 
vowel letters, occur in the one and the same biblical book. Different Sopherim, 
therefore, must have taken a different view of the same vowelless text in different 
parts of the same book. No doubt the vowel letters *) and * occur somewhat 
more sparingly in the Jewish (but not in the Samaritan) version of the Pentateuch 
than in the other books of the Old Testament ; this, however, has no connection 
with the age of the Pentateuch, but the reason is this, that the text of the Penta- 
teuch began to be carefully attended to much earlier than that of the other books> 
on which account the external form of the Pentateuch assumed a comparatively 
fixed form much earlier than that of the other books. It is possible that the 
external form of the text of the Pentateuch as we have it, may date not only in the 
main but even in most particular points from the first century, B. C. ; that of the 
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other books is certainly more recent. There is a tradition, apparently authentic, 
preserved in the Talmud from which it appears that even while the temple stood 
attempts were made by comparison of the temple manuscripts to settle particular 
points of orthography in the text, e. g., whether Y)^Q or JlJIJ^D should be 
written ; whether X'H or JOH • 

XV. As we are speaking of the external alterations of the text we will touch 
though it be but slightly on a point which we have treated in more detail in a 
dissertation written in Russian ; we mean the gradual change of the ancient gram- 
matical forms by the Sopherim. The peculiar grammatical forms occurring in this 
or that Old Testament book are frequently used as a criterion of its age. Critics 
have hunted out in this or that book so-called Chaldaisms or Aramaisms and 
have said, this book must, therefore, have been composed in the period when the 
Hebrews came into connection with Aramsean nations and were influenced by 
their language. But in their arguing they forgot the most elementary principle 
of linguistic inquiry, namely that whilst a people may enrich its lexicon with for- 
eign words by intercourse with another nation or nations it never enriches its 
grammar with foreign grammatical forms. Did ever an Italian or a Frenchman 
in the middle ages write Latin with Italian or French grammatical terminations, 
although Italian and French are directly derived from Latin ? The anguage 
spoken by the Jews in the later period is not even derived from ancient Hebrew. 
Why then should we suppose that this or that Hebrew prose writer or poet who 
wrote such good Hebrew, used foreign, barbarous grammatical terminations ? 
But if we look closer at these grammatical Aramaisms, we find them to be noth- 
ing else but genuine ancient Hebrew grammatical forms which have been accidently 
retained here and there. 

The Hebrew language presents to the linguistic inquirer peculiar phenomena 
otherwise difficult of explanation. With respect to roots or stems, as well as to 
the whole grammatical structure, Hebrew comes very near the ancient Arabic. In 
neither language is there almost any trace of a mixture of stems. Words such as 
■^ao^.? , made up of ? , ^ , and Vac , ^^5 of V*» ^io , j^Qp for KOfp , 

and forms like the Imperf. ^a^J and Imper. ^-oa from > nSm *tj-j* and *]|"IO 
from "l^n do not occur either in Hebrew or in ancient Arabic decomposition of 
roots, and formations such as occur in vulgar Arabic e. g. >>JL $ for ^| t , 

J*.! IOr ^ ^5! > t J«J<>i' OT jiljLs f0r ^ ^5! \(X2 ' (J&tSJs.! for ww*£. tX=»J ) 

Lo JJLj f° r Lo 5JJL3 > Le for JC*£ (before the Imperf. to express the present), 
JsJLjLo iuS\\ Lo f° r ia«Jjw _*o ii)K Lo with the signification "thou art not 
erring" and the like are equally absent from both these tongues. Formations of 
new tenses as in vulgar Arabic by ^ and Z& , in Aramaic by frill"? 1 of a pres- 
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ent by combination of the participle with the pronoun, or for example, in Syriac 
.oZ^jiol , Aramaic JO'33 1st per. sing. Pres., /"flON 2d per. sing., ?JHOM 

■■ t - : t ' ■ : t 

1st per. plur., IJiHDX 2d P er - plur., jnDfjQ 2<1 P er - sing., or the Tal- 

• : T - |: - : 

mudic "10KD 3d per. sing. Pres. from ")ONl D'ND i these and similar more 

I - t : • |t 

recent formations will be looked for in vain in Hebrew and ancient Arabic, both 
languages bearing in this respect the stamp of antiquity. 

On the other hand, as regards grammatical terminations, and vocalization, 
Hebrew deviates very much from ancient Arabic and stands in this respect 
almost on the same later stage of development as the vulgar Arabic. To probe 
this more exactly would lead us too far, and we shall therefore only indicate a 
few points. The different forms of the Imperf. have been lost in Hebrew and 
vulgar Arabic, and only the apocopated form has been preserved. The feminine 
form of the third per. plur. of the Perf. as also the dual in the verb have been 
quite lost in both these languages. Amongst other things, the following are 
common to Hebrew and vulgar Arabic ; loss of all case endings and retention of 
the two accusative endings only in adverbs. Further dropping of vowel-endings 
in general in nouns and verbs ; the Arab of the present day casts away the m at 
the end of nouns and puts a short e as a helping vowel under the second stem 
letter: rag el = t 7Jl") , which should properly be pointed ^JH > according to the 

Babylonian pronunciation.* The modern Arab also says JJ3 instead of jjjj 
like the Hebrew. The final vowel i, in the 2d per. pronoun fern, sing., separate 
and suffix and in the 2d f em. Perf. is also dropped. The plural of the noun in i n 
and the dual in ain is in both languages, formed from the oblique case, a charac- 
teristic mark of more recent languages generally. Further, transition of most 

verbs V' 1 ? to i' ,L } . Forms such as \J l0 'l = I^J instead of f "^ ; dropping of | 

in the Imperative; Imperative $ = 3D instead of <>iv| ; Participle <^|. = 

32D 1 instead of 3|« ; change of the vowel a in the preformatives of the Imperf. 
into tore; transition of ai to e, au to 6 ; shortening of the vowel in the construct 
state, e. g., xJj^i with the tone on the A t ; placing of the accent on the last 
syllable, etc. 



* The Samaritans also pronounce naphes, lahem, (DPO) but on the other hand, Seres = V")E? ■ 
Origen translates crapeg and vafsg. 

t The Samaritans do not shorten the vowel in the construct, and similarly Origen transcribes 
■•ja favc. Jerome also in his transcription of Hebrew words has a pronunciation differing much 
from the Massoritic vocalization, a fact which so far as I know, has hitherto not been noticed. 
Even Lud. Nowack, in his otherwise so admirable work on the importance of Jerome for the 
criticism of the Old Testament [Die Bede,utung des Hieronymus fuer die atttest. Textkritik, 1875] has 
left this point out of account. One of my pupils, in the Russian Divinity School, not long ago 
on a subject set by me, handed in an excellent work on this which, however, on account of 
many necessary improvements, has not been printed. In Stade's Zeitschrift fuer die alttestdr 
mentttehe Wissensehaft, Vol. IV., 1884, pp. 3-83, is a dissertation by Prof. C. Siegfried: DieAus- 
sprache des Hebrltischen bet Hieronymus. 
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How are we to explain this antiquity on the one side and this dropping and 
wearing away of the older grammatical forms on the other ? The Hebrew lan- 
guage in the form in which we have it gives the impression of an old man with a 
dyed beard, in whom however, the dye ill conceals the wrinkles in the face, and 
the grey roots of the hair. The Sopherim and the Massorites have covered the 
ancient language with a youthful but happily, tolerably transparent veil, so that 
the ancient form is still in many ways to be seen through it like the old writing 
in a palimpsest. They altered the ancient grammatical forms and fixed the later 
pronunciation by vowel signs ; but fortunately were not altogether consistent in 
their work, so that they allowed the old forms to remain in many places, and 
where this was not done, they can often be restored with the help of comparative 
grammar and of the general laws of language. 

The nominative termination in o or w (sometimes probably as in verbs Jf" 1 ? 
softened to i) has remained in single and compound proper names, as also in 
single words like 'jfi'll , "jj3 for n (Num. 23:18 ; 24:3,15) I^Q 1 ? (Ps. H4:8) 
and probably also in the Infinitive "jj^nn 1 ? (J er 31:2). The helping vowel — in 
words like *7JH has arisen after the loss of the final vowel u in order to avoid the 
harsh pronunciation of the two consonants at the end of the word and falls away 
as superfluous before suffixes. Nunnation or more properly Mimmation, may 
have been retained in words like ChMi > " porch" Q^p ; perhaps also in Qi*\J? , 
in proper names like DTI1N i D370 » DHD3 also filDS » and in many other 
proper names ending in Q and ? . We have already spoken of the partially pre- 
served double accusative terminations. 

Of the plural in u m , the only remnant directly preserved is the town name 
DIVrtB' (Josh. 19:22). But many other traces have reached us from which 
we can see that the Hebrew plur., like the Arabic ^ , was um, and not im. 
The pronoun of the 2d per. plur. DfIN was earlier pronounced an turn and 
then attum, and still later attem.* The u of at turn remains in the suf- 
fix of the 2d per. plur. of the Perf., when joined with a personal suffix as 
♦Jfl'pDp for ♦jpfl'pQp . Now QflN is simply the plur. of HUN • Perhaps 
also the pronoun of the 3d per. plur. Qpj for QJf (which the Samaritans call 
himma) is similarly only the plur. of Jflfj , which may have been originally 
Olff and afterwards (as usual with a vocalized 1 after a vowel) was shortened 
into hum from which later Qj"| arose. 

The plur. of the 3d per. masc. Perf. VjEJp' » as well as that of the Imperf. 
I^Dp'i is a shortening certainly very early of the plur. D^Cpp and Dl^pD' • 
This original plur. form has been preserved in DIJJJJJ" (Isa. 35:1) and in pjTV 
(Deut. 8:3,16).f Perhaps this plur. ending occurs in other places in the Old Tes- 

* With the Samaritans attimma, where we find the regular softening of u to i. 

+ Partly also in many dialects of the vulgar Arabic, e. g., *JLo for '•JLxi' , aJ> tffl j for 

Lj wtOJ , |VS» for tjl&. . 
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tament where the Massorites regarded the ending Q (=um) as a suffix of the 
3d per. plur. and therefore vocalized it Q T , Q— , Q— , or Q— . Such a mistake, 
I think I find in Job 4:19 in the word D1N3T • To whom does the plur. in 
this verb refer V Expositors have given themselves much trouble to explain this 
but without success. We believe that this word should be pointed QlfrO"!* 
(= liO"!') ; that the Q at the end is not a suffix of the 3d per. plur. but a sign of 
the plur.' and that the verb refers to the "1QJ7 'FD 'JDj^ • The sense is : " They 

■• T : 

are crushed by the moth," or "They are crushed even by the moth." It 
would be worth while to search in the books of the Old Testament whether there 
are not many suffixes of the 3d per. plur. masc. which can be unmasked simply 
as D the sign of the plur. 

The ancient dual form was ama, sometimes also an, from which the later 
form ayim (ay in) has been developed out of the oblique case formerly in use, 
just as the vulgar Arabic ain has been formed from the oblique case of ani, 
aini. That ancient Hebrew form has remained in many names of towns, for 
example DTfN and DniN , DJ'# and Q»Jt£ , fflil and |»fn . Jf|01 and 
DTIOI , ffonhp (Ezek. 25:9) and D7V"ip ,"also T |rnp , firiX and others. 
Amongst names of towns with ancient dual ending we reckon also Q^tC'W m 
which familiar name the ancient orthography was not changed, although the dual 
afterwards ended in ayim. This dual was therefore written in the ancient 
manner but was pointed and pronounced O^t^'lT • We cannot well understand 
how a dual (so clearly indicated by the traditional pronunciation ayim) was not 
long since recognized in this name in which the orthography corresponds to the 
ancient and the vocalization to the later dual form. In Arabic we have three 
forms of a dual, namely the ancient in ani , the vulgar in ain from which now 
en has originated In the termination of the name in question we find the same 
process of development. The ancient form is maintained in the orthography Q^ , 
the later in the traditional pronunciation. Now we have the Greek ipovaaUiti 
and Aramaic Chli/TV • The etymology of the old Jebusite name from 
yy> and Jl^ty with the signification " Dwelling of peace " I will only call 
strange. The name is derived from an old root ^tJ'l the meaning of which 
amongst the ancient Jebusites, the builders of that city, we do not know and 
need not know. Perhaps ^{^"l corresponds to the Arabic : Aj (JoJ with the 
signification "pulchro modo disposita fuit res." At all events ^^"1 has the form 
of a Semitic root. ^{J^lT is a noun formation from the Imperf., of very ancient 
origin, coming down from an extinct people, and a quite possible,. Semitic form. 
"We do not possess any grammar or texts of the, language of the pre-Mosaic Jebu- 
sites who may have formed Imperfs. and from these nouns in a manner different 
from the Hebrew. As Jerusalem consisted mainly of the upper and lower city, 
its name, like that of many other Oanaanitish cities, had a dual form. 
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According to this, of course Q^tJ? (Gen. 14:18) where the priest Melchizedek 
reigned cannot be identical with Jerusalem, as indeed has long since been main- 
tained by many. Whether we are to understand Jerusalem by Ch^f (printed 
Eh$) in Ps. 76:3 I leave undecided. Perhaps Q*7& is a play on words with the 
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use of the termination of "Jerusalem"; it is, however, also possible that Shiloh 
is meant, which name the LXX. probably not without reason pronounced Xtfjj/i. 
The expression "j^lD (Psalms, I. c.) suits better the tabernacle in Shiloh than the 
temple at Jerusalem. 

Since there can be no doubt that the ancient Hebrew dual termination was 
Qt it would perhaps be worth while here also to search whether the ending Q 
may not here and there be a dual and not the suffix of the 3d per. plur. masc. 

It cannot be our purpose to enumerate all the ancient grammatical forms 
preserved in the books of the Old Testament. We shall therefore only draw 
attention to the following. We mean the so-called Aramaisms or Chaldaisms of 
which we were last speaking, and the occurrence of which in this or that Old 
Testament book has been used to determine its age. Gesenius in his History of 
the Hebrew Language (Geschichte der Hebraischen Spraehe, 1815) has enumerated 
a long series of such Aramaisms. A little later (1818) Hartmann in his book, 
IAnguistische Einleitung in das Studium der Bueher des alten Testaments enlarged 
this series still further. Later again (1830) Lud. Hirzel published a dissertation 
entitled, De Chaldaeismi biblici origine et aueloritate critica commentatio. Here 
one is amazed to see what sort of things are adduced as Chaldaisms. Amongst 
others are brought forward niPt (Gen. 27:29*), rUQITl (= .Tjiib) (ibid- 30: 
38); the ending in ft of the 3d per. plur. Imperf. masc; Jl^fN f° r H^ftf (Deut. 
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32:36); of course also the pronoun of the 2d per. fern., 'j"|X , the suffix of the 
same person in vp— f° r T\~, the 2d per. Perf . fern, in *j"| ,t and others like these.J 
All this was excusable in the year 1830, but not, in the last edition of DeWette's 
Lehrbuch der Mstorish-hritischen Einleitung, edited -by Schrader in the year 1869, 
in p. 318, Anm. &, and c, and p. 375, Anm. b, should the forms 'J~|J$ for J-)J$ , 
the suffixes ^ for -p , iy for "V , and VOP and TODttf for fttiiff and 
fDDCJ* t> e adduced as Aramaisms and inferences drawn from them as to the date 
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of the Books of Kings and the Book of Ruth. This in our opinion ought not to 
have occurred. I must also express my astonishment that men like Olshausen 
and Hupf eld hold a later origin of such grammatical forms to be possible ; for ^1X 



* ivn was originally niH , as DTI was originally Din ; for otherwise the proper name 
run could not have been supposed to be derived therefrom. The form flip for TTT) is there- 
fore ancient Hebrew. Cf. Isa. 16:4; Neh. 6:6; Eccles. 2:33 and 11:8. I think, too, that 1 consecu- 
tive is nothing but a remnant of the verb nin , although Ewald and Gesenius are of a different 
opinion. 

t Olshausen also thinks that the termination O was indeed an ancient form "but only later 
adopted from the Aramaic" {Lehrbuch der Heb. Spraehe, p. 183). Cf. Hupfeld, Die Psalmen, 2'« 
Ausg., Bd. IV., p. 229, on Ps. 116): but for the reasons above stated we cannot admit any gram- 
matical borrowings from a foreign although related language. 

% The only really Aramaic suffix in 'niblQJf! is perhaps a corruption from lTVi^lDJFI . 
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for example might originate from ♦fij$ but not vice versa. We think it unneces- 
sary to prove that *j"lfr{ is the original form, which has also been preserved in the 
K'thibh pretty often (Judg. 17:2; 1 Kgs. 14:2; 2 Kgs. 4:16,23; Jer. 4:30, and 
Ezek. 36:13). In vulgar Arabic also ant has come from the ancient anti. So 
also in Syriac anti was written, but pronounced at . The same is the case with 
the suffix pronoun of the 2d per. sing, fern.; the i of the termination ti has been 
lost in Hebrew for the most part, in vulgar Arabic entirely, whilst in Syriac it is 
still written but not pronounced. It is very remarkable that the ancient form 
*3~ is still found in Psalm 137:6 (*3")3fi<), the post-exile date of which cannot be 
questioned ; for from this we see that at that time the ancient form was still in use. 

The ancient form of the 2d per. sing. fem. being ♦£!}$ for ftH , it naturally 
follows that the 2d per. fem. Perf. also was originally 'fl^tDp • This form has 
been frequently preserved in the K'thibh (especially in Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and 
Ruth) as well as where a suffix is added, e. g., ^fl^EDp j i n which case sometimes 
♦n is written, sometimes only ft . Since from what has been said ^pi7tDp mav 
be either 1st per. common or 2d per. fem. sing, it would here also be worth while 
to search whether here and there the 2d per. fem. has not been mistaken for the 
1st per. S. Pinsker has undertaken this task and found that in the following 
places the 2d per. fem. has been taken for the 1st, namely, Jer. 2:20, *J"fDty and 
*npnJ > where the LXX. Syriac and Vulgate correctly understand these verbs as 
in the 2d per.; also ibid. 6:2 *JT01 ? Judg- 5 * 'fiOpttf ! Ezek. 16:50 »/YN*l '■> 
26:20 *nnj , and Mic. 4:13 ♦nO'infTl • In tnese we perfectly agree with him. 
Pinsker conjectures the same also in the following places: Isa. 23:6; 62:6, and 
Ezek. 16:61, but in these we cannot absolutely agree with him.* 

The ancient Participle feminine ended in *fl from which later arose J")— and 
finally fj— . The ancient form is in many places preserved; as Hos. 10:11 
*£DfiN ; Mic - 7:8 and 10 ' 'fO'X ? Isa - 1:21 'fiX 1 ?!!? ; and in the K'thibh in Jer. 
22:23 ♦rOti?'* and >f|JJpO ; 51:13 VMS® ? 2 Kgs. 4:23 TO*?!! • Accordingly 
TfotSp ma y De lst P er - sm S- Perf.; 2d per. sing. fem. Perf. and Participle fem. 
Before the introduction of the vowel letters only j"V?Dp was written always. 
This might be read katalti, 1st per. sing. fem. Perf. and 2d per. sing. fem. 
Perf.; katalta, 2d per. masc. sing.; katlat, or rather katalata, 3d per. 
siug. fem. Perf.; and kotalti, Partic. fem. sing. 

It follows, we think, from what has here been said that in explaining the books 
of the Old Testament we have the right where necessary of disregarding not only 
the later vowel signs but also the vowel letters and of not allowing ourselves to be 
bound by them. The expositor must have before his mind the ancient grammat- 
ical forms also in order to see whether one or other of these forms may not have 
been mistaken by the Sopherim and the Massorites, and wrongly interpreted. 



* See S. Pinsker, " Einleitung in das Bdbylonisch-hebrttische Punktuattonssystem." Vienna, 
1863, pp. 90-100. 



